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Abstract 
The aim of this research is to examine the differences between Turkish and Albanian universities` administrators in terms of their 
instructional leadership roles. 
The study is carried out in universities in Turkey and Albania. Some 613 questionnaires completed by lecturers are statistically 
evaluated. Questionnaires consisting of 67 questions are used to collect the information used in the research. Questions seeking 
personal information comprise the first part and questions on lecturers' perception about their administrators instructional 
leadership roles (determining the university mission, managing the learning and teaching process and acting as the source of 
learning and teaching to establish positive organizational culture dimensions) comprise the second part of the questionnaire.  
SPSS 11.5 packet program is used for data analysis. Seniority in the university, education and academic dispersion are analysed 
by one-way ANOVA; t-test is used for university type and gender of dispersion. Frequency (f) and Percentage (%) are used for 
the determinination of the university mission, managing the learning and teaching process and acting as a source of learning to 
establish a positive organizational clime and arithmetical average (& ) is given for all questions. 
Results show no meaningful difference in the perceptions of administrators' instructional leadership roles. Nor is there any 
meaningful difference in the perceptions of administrators determining the university mission, managing the learning and 
teaching process and acting as a source of learning to establish a positive organizational clime. 
There is a meaningful difference between Turkish and Albanian lecturers' perceptions of administrators' instructional leadership 
roles. Turkish lecturers` perceptions are more positive than those of Albanian lecturers. 
© 2011 Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
Towards the end of the twentieth century, the importance and usage of knowledge and technology spread widely 
and contributed to increased efficiency of goods, service and training organizations. Accordingly, to increase the 
effectiveness of organizations, many new approaches have been developed and applied in the field of 
management. These developments stress the importance of effective communication between individuals and 
working groups and persuade managers to look for new skills (Ergun, 1981:1). Therefore, the organization manager 
should demonstrate not only behaviour typical of management but also behaviour typical of a leader in order to 
survive international competition and technology and adapt to new conditions. 
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A lot of internal and external factors are involved in higher education institutions becoming effective educational 
institutions. One such requirement is that administrators of higher education institutions should have leadership 
qualities. 
Instructional leadership means providing effective student training, providing positive learning conditions for 
employees and converting the school environment into a productive and satisfactory working environment. (Çelik, 
1999:41). 
Because higher education institutions train the most important source that will contribute to the country's future 
and labour force, managers should be capable of instructional leadership. Instructional leadership directly affects the 
effectiveness of the organization. The things that education administrators say and do affect students' learning 
development and the objectives of the organization. 
Generally, the instructional leader has to establish professional relationships, provide the necessary resources for 
the teaching process, and contribute to the development and evaluation of staff (Thomas and Vonberg, 
1991:41). The effectiveness and efficiency of universities are crucial and can be directly affected by lack of 
leadership in certain areas. One way to avoid the problem is to tackle improper, unethical and unsuccessful 
management practices and facilitate the acquisition of new leadership skills (Paul and others, 1997:327). 
Managers' discussions and research about the role of leadership have continued for many years. Leadership in 
general indicates the structural frame or the beginning of the procedures for the achievement or transformation of 
organizational goals and objectives. This definition, however, is far from offering a complete description of the 
instructional leadership role of managers. 
The role of instructional leadership in educational institutions carries a different meaning from that in other areas. 
The unique organizational leadership style of instructional leadership is owed to the unique features of the 
organization (King, 2002:62). 
Effectiveness is concerned with the ability to achieve the objectives of an organization. Within the scope to reach 
the desired goals economists, in terms of customers, differentiate the internal and external effectiveness. When 
applied to the higher education system, internal effectiveness seeks an answer to the question ‘Does the system give 
the maximum number of graduation rate?’ and deals with the training length, the number of graduates, and the 
number of the students that leave the school. 
External effectiveness of the system proves the value of resources spent on society and does not describe the 
output required by the market or the relationship with the required process; the quality of education is concerned 
with the number of employees (Yonezawa and Kaiser, 2003:109). 
Researches related to administrators' instructional leadership characteristics is often connected and conducted in 
conjunction with effective organization research (Wildly and Dimmock, 1993:43). The results tend to suggest that 
strong instructional leaders are the common feature of effective organizations. As regards instructional leadership it 
is not possible to talk about complete agreement in the case of effectiveness, however. Explanations in the literature 
have reached the consensus that effectiveness is a multi-dimensional concept (Griffin, 1993:20). 
Despite all the difficulties, however, attempts have been made to define the effective school. For example, 
Johnsrud (2002:542) identified the effective school as ‘the school with the optimal learning environment created, 
where it is provided the most appropriate students cognitive, sensitive, psychomotor social and aesthetic 
development’. Brookover and others (1982:69) define the effective school ‘as the school which is effective at 
teaching to all the students the basic skills and other behaviours’’. 
From the literature review of effective schools which includes a variety of definitions it is still possible to 
categorize effective school factors in two groups: organizational factors and process factors. The organizational 
factors create effective school characteristics. 
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Instructional leadership in general is a leadership approach which gives higher priority to the education 
programme, academic success and teaching process issues. In the literature, effective managers are generally known 
as schedule leaders who identify any problems in the training environment and determine the instructional goals and 
objectives (Griffin, 1993: 35). These leaders also promote high academic standards and give importance to the 
assessment and inspection of teaching staff. In addition, they plan and evaluate training programmes and create a 
positive climate for learning (Brookover and others, 1977: 18; Hallinger and Murphy, 1985: 220). 
Hallinger and Murphy (1985:79), except the literature researches about school program and education issues have 
drawn upon effective school research results and subsumed the dimensions of instructional leadership behaviour 
under three basic dimensions: setting the organization's mission, including the tasks of goal development and 
objective explanation; managing training programmes and providing instruction on the monitoring and evaluation of 
training programmes, coordination of instruction programmes and monitoring student progress; positive learning 
climate improvement including teaching time protection, providing professional development for employees, 
offering incentives; development and application of academic standards; encouraging students to learn. 
University administrators in Turkey participate in the accreditation framework, identification of the university's 
mission and the specific evaluation of the teaching process; in Albania, university administrators have yet to become 
interested in mission statements and the training process. 
In previous research on instructional leadership in Turkey there is no study about the implementation of 
instructional leadership in higher education. In Albania, there is no research about instructional leadership of 
university managers. Therefore, this issue is an important issue which teaching management needs to address.
2. Problem Statement 
Are the educational administrators in Turkey and Albania’s universities instructional leaders? Is there any 
significant difference between the administrators of the two countries in terms of instructional leadership? 
2.1. Sub-problems 
Sub-problems are as follows: 
1. Is there a significant difference between the managers working in Turkish and Albanian universities in 
terms of mission identification? 
2. Is there a significant difference between the managers working in Turkish and Albanian universities in 
terms of their being an education source and the levels of training management? 
3. Is there a significant difference between the managers working Turkish and Albanian universities in terms 
of their creating a positive climate at the university?  
4. Is there a significant difference between the managers working in Turkish and Albanian universities in 
terms of the level of instructional leadership? 
(a) professional experience, 
(b) experience at the current university, 
(c) level of education, 
(d) gender, 
(e) type of university, 
(f) academic title 
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3. Method 
3.1. Model of Study 
This is a scanning model research. Scanning models aim to describe the situation as it existed in the past or as it 
exists in the present (Neuman, 2004: 77). 
3.2. Environment 
The research environment is public and private universities in Turkey and Albania. 
 Universities at the research environment: 85 public universities and 31 private universities in Turkey, 24 state 
universities and 17 private universities in Albania. 
At the state universities in Turkey there are 79 555 teaching staff and at the private universities 17 346 teaching 
staff;  at  the  private  universities  in  Albania  there  are  20  200  teaching  staff  and  at  the  public  universities  7  500  
teaching staff. 
4. Sample 
In order to determine the sample size, the researcher applied the research survey to a small pilot group of 60 
people. In order to determine the normal distribution of the values obtained from the group, the Shapiro-Wilk test 
was performed. The test result was not statistically significant [W (60) = 0.978 p> .05]. In other words, the collected 
data showed normal distribution. Given this conclusion, the distribution obtained from the pilot group assumed that 
the size of the sample could be calculated. As  a  result  of  calculations  performed  on  the  group  of  60  people,  the  
standard deviation of the pilot group was S = 26.47. This value was rounded to 26. The research group stated that 
their confidence in the selection of the sample was 1.96 (z) (= 95%). The environment estimation, (e) value, was 
taken as two because in the true state of the environment deviation is accepted as 2%. Known values are shown by 
the following formula. 
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2696,1 x 2   n= 649 
The sample consisted of a total of 800 faculty members from Gazi University, Hacettepe University, Baskent 
University, TOBB University (n = 400)  in Turkey and Tirana University, New York University, Kristal University, 
Aleksander Moisiu University, Ismail Qemali University, Eqerem Cabej University and UFO University ( n = 400) 
in  Albania.   The  research  survey  was  applied  to  400  teaching  staff  of  each  country.  Of  the  total  of  613  
questionnaires Turkey returned 350 and Albania 263, a response rate of 77%. This rate is acceptable for 
questionnaire-based research.
5. Data Analysis
The data collected from the survey were transferred to the SPSS 11.5 (Statistical Packet for Social Sciences) 
program. Data analysis of the frequency, percentage, mean, standard deviation and two-way variance was 
performed. Results were tested at p <.01 level. 
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6. Results 
1. Looking at the perception of determination of university mission we found a significant difference among 
the Turkish and Albanian faculty members and administrators. This dimension was perceived more 
positively by Turkish faculty members. 
2. There was also a significant difference among faculty members of the two countries about the perceptions 
of being a source of education and teaching management. This dimension was perceived more positively by 
Turkish faculty members. It appeared that there was a significant difference in the perceptions of the 
process of creating a positive climate in the universities.  This dimension was perceived more positively by 
Turkish education staff. 
3. There was no significant difference in terms of gender, type of university, professional seniority, seniority 
at the university, academic title or education level variables, and common perceptions of identifying the 
university mission, being a source of education and training management size and creating a positive 
climate at the university. 
4. There was a significant difference among the managers at Turkish and Albanian universities in terms of, 
fulfillment of the university mission, being a source of education, creating a positive climate at the 
university and training management. 
7. Recommendations 
1. Administrators do not currently take into consideration the university’s goals when evaluating faculty 
members. Administrators must state expressly the established education and training standards and the 
goals of this process and s/he should take them into consideration when evaluating faculty staff. 
2. Administrators do not currently combine the needs of different groups in the university's academic 
mission. In order for the university mission to inspire and guide staff, they should share this mission with 
faculty members, students and the general community and they should involve as many different academic 
groups as possible. 
3. Administrators do not spend enough time listening to student problems. Universities should embrace the 
idea that they serve the students and that students are the country's future leaders and should therefore take 
the lead in determining future goals. 
4. Administrators should be aware that the adoption of the objectives of the university is crucial and therefore 
they should arrange in-service activities for faculty members for the constant development of these goals. 
5. Administrators do not currently organize and participate in social activities. They should be aware that this 
is an important element in uniting academic staff and creating a positive and stable climate and they should 
take the lead in organizing such activities.  
6. Administrators do not currently reward faculty members who meet the educational standards of the 
university. Universities which enjoy consistent success should be able to identify potential deterioration in 
performance and raise their game, they should introduce quality-enhancing standards and they should 
develop a reward mechanism for teaching staff that fulfill these standards.   
7. Administrators do not currently encourage faculty members to do scientific research. They should be aware 
that the university is an institution of science and trains scientists and they should encourage themselves 
first and then their faculty members to conduct scientific research.  
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